even the calendar of the ancient Celtic ancestors of the Gauls.4 More recently, however, Roman historians have noted that the form of the calendar is demonstrably Roman and therefore indicative of pervasive Romanization.
As different as the nature of these studies may be, the overwhelming majority of them share an implicit assumption that the content of the calendar is, on the one hand, Gaulish, including its use of lunar months in contrast to the Julian calendar, but that the material form of the calendar is "wholly Roman" as asserted by Greg Woolf.5 For example, Sacha Stern, who understands the Coligny calendar as a form of local resistance to the official Roman calendar, recognizes that its material form appears to have been influenced by Roman fasti.6 Conversely, Garrett Olmsted assumes the content of the calendar was passed down orally.7 With the exception of Cathy Swift, who still argues that there is a relationship between the Coligny Calendar and Old Irish parallels,8 these assumptions consistently inform all of the previous studies that I have been able to find.
Although these suggestions about the nature of the Coligny calendar are all correct on a superficial level, they mask a complex dialogue between Latin and the Gaulish language, literacy and orality, and Roman and provincial identity that cannot be easily separated into different and independent voices. Even on the most basic level of language, there are spellings that reflect the influence of Latin on Gaulish, a result, I suggest, of an imperfect knowledge of Gaulish in an era when Latin was the first language in the Gallic provinces. In other words, Gaulish is here serving as "an emblem of groupness" or a "psychosocial rallying either Duval and Pinault or Zavaroni but less polemically than Zavoroni. Interpretations of some of the individual words may also be found in Delamarre's 2013 dictionary of the Gaulish language. Swift 2001 touches upon a number of theoretical issues that are often implicit in previous interpretations of the calendar. 4 MacNeil 1928: 4-7 argues that it is unlikely that a Gaulish calendar would have been inscribed and displayed after Augustus and the Romanization of Gaul, an argument that was still accepted by some authorities as late as the 1990's as Swift 2001: 84 has observed. MacNeil arrived at his conclusion, however, before anyone who was knowledgeable of Roman epigraphy appears to have examined the orthography of the calendar closely. Although Olmsted 1992: 71-74 is forced to acknowledge the inscription is a product of the late second century ce, he dates the calendar as it appears in the inscription to the first century bce and then proceeds to argue that the Coligny calendar was derived from an earlier form that may be dated to the fourth century bce or earlier. 5 Woolf 1996 : 96. 6 Stern 2010 : 311. 7 Olmsted 1992 : 73. 8 Swift 2001 
